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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 



1. 



Claim objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 1 recites "a set of a 



name" on lines 5-6, which should read "a set of names". Claim 1 recites "configure to" on line 
19 which should read "configured to". Claim 3 recites "each data type of multiphase data type" 
on line 6, which should read "each data type of a multiphase data type". Claim 3 recites "a third 
updating module configured not to, if the instantiation information of the datatype of which 
instantiation is requested is not registered, generate the instance of the data type definition in the 
source program". For the interest of clarity, this should read "a third updating module 
configured, if the instantiation information of the data type of which instantiation is requested is 
not registered, not to generate the instance of the data type definition in the source program". 
Claim 8 recites "an unique name" on line 3. This should read "a unique name". Appropriate 
correction is required. Please correct similar errors in all corresponding claims. 



2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 1,3, 7-9, 11, 15, 16, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§112 
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In regard to Claim 1, the limitation "use flag of the name" is unclear (line 7). Does this 
mean that the use flag has the same name as the data type definition, or the flag is associated 
with the data type definition with a certain name? In regard to Claim 7, the limitation "when the 
data type is the multiphase type holding member function" which is unclear. What is a "holding 
member function" (lines 2-3)? Perhaps this means that the multiphase type contains a member 
function defined with the type? Claim 7 also recites "the third source updating module 
determines member function" (line 5) which is unclear. What does it mean to "determine 
member function"? Perhaps this means "determines a member function" Claim 7 recites "the 
instance of which is to be actually generated" (line 6). What does it mean for an instance to be 
"actually generated" and what is the difference between "actual generation" and "generation"? 
Appropriate correction is required. Please correct similar errors in corresponding Claims 9 and 
15. Claims 3,8, 11, and 16 are rejected for being dependent on a rejected parent claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3, 7-9, 1 1, 15, 16, 18, 19, and 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Palay et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,613,120) in view of Nackman et al. 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,182,281). 
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In regard to Claim 1, Palay teaches a class definition table (Column 12, lines 15-17) and a 
linker that removes data type definitions from the object file when the definition is already stored 
in the class definition table (Column 28, lines 39-61). Palay further teaches a data type definition 
detector configured to detect a predetermined data type in a source program (Column 12, lines 7- 
14), as well as a first table updating module configured to, if a name of the detected data type 
definition is not registered, register the name of the detected data type definition in the table 
(Column 12, lines 48-51). 

Palay does not teach a preprocessor and a language processor. Nackman, however, does 
teach: (a) a preprocessor configured to execute preprocessing of source programs (Column 18, 
lines 44-50); (b) a language processor configured to compile the source programs (Column 18, 
lines 3-13). 

Neither Palay nor Nackman teach a use flag, which is set in use status when a datatype 
definition is described in a body of any of all source programs to be linked to the one object 
program nor do they teach a second table updating module configured to, if the data type 
definition is described in the body of any of the source programs to be linked into the one object 
program, set the use flag to a use status, and a second source updating module configured to 
delete the data type definition of which the use flag is set to the use status from all the source 
programs to optimize the source programs. However, the Background section of the present 
invention does include as admitted prior art a use flag with the name of the data type definition 
(Page 7, lines 9-13), The Background further includes setting the flag to a use status if the data 
type definition is described in the source program, and deleting the definitions that have the use 
flag set (Page 7, lines 7-13 and lines 24-25). 
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Neither Palay or Nackman teach a first source updating module configured to, if the 
name of the detected data type definition is registered, delete the data type definition in the 
source program. However, the Background section of the present invention does include as 
admitted prior art deleting duplicate definitions in a source file when a definition is defined more 
than once (Page 7, lines 24-25). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to develop a system with a class definition table, a linker that removes data type 
definitions from the object file when the definition is already stored in the class definition table, 
a data type definition detector configured to detect a predetermined data type in a source 
program and a first table updating module configured to, if a name of the detected data type 
definition is not registered, register the name of the detected data type definition in the table, as 
taught by Palay, where the system further includes a preprocessor and compiler, as taught by 
Nackman, since these are well known elements used for compiling a source program, the system 
also including a use flag as well as a first and second source updating module, and a second 
table, as taught in the Background section of the present invention, since this allows a reduction 
of code size by removing unnecessary code. 

Claims 9, 16, and 19 are method, medium, and product claims that correspond with 
Claim 1 , and are rejected for the same reasons as Claim 1 , where Palay teaches a method (Figure 
5), medium (Column 34, lines 18-39), and product (Column 33, lines 8-33) corresponding to said 
system of Claim 1. 
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Claim 21 contains limitations that have already been addressed in the rejection of Claim 
1, and Claim 21 is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 1, where the Background section of the 
present application admits as prior art using multiphase data definitions. 

Claims 22-24 are method, medium, and product claims that correspond with Claim 21, 
and are rejected for the same reasons as Claim 21, where Palay teaches a method (Figure 5), 
medium (Column 34, lines 18-39), and product (Column 33, lines 8-33) corresponding to said 
system of Claim 2 1 . 

In regard to Claim 3, Palay teaches an instantiation request detector configured to detect 
an instantiation request of a data type definition in the source program (Column 12, lines 18-19); 
a third table updating module configured to, if instantiation information arranged for a data type 
is not registered, register the instantiation information in the data type definition table (Column 
12, lines 18-19); and a third updating module configured not to, if the instantiation information 
of the data type of which instantiation is requested is not registered, generate the instance of the 
datatype definition in the source program (Column 29, lines 13-16). 

Claims 1 1 and 18 are method and medium claims that correspond with Claim 3, and are 
rejected for the same reasons as Claim 3, where Palay teaches a method (Figure 5) and medium 
(Column 34, lines 18-39) corresponding to said system of Claim 3. 

In regard to Claim 7, neither Palay nor Nackman teach that the data type definition table 
includes member usage information representing, when the datatype is the multiphase type 
holding member function, whether each member function is used or not and the third source 
updating module determines member function of the multiphase type the instance of which is to 
be actually generated in the source program with reference to the member usage information in 
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the data type definition table. However, the Background section of the present invention does 
include as admitted prior art member usage information (Page 7, lines 7-13) and a determination 
of the member function instance to be generated (Page 5, lines 10-21). 

In regard to Claim 8, neither Palay nor Nackman teach that the third source-updating 
module converts the name of the data definition into a unique name in a source program. 
However, the Background section of the present invention does include as admitted prior art 
unique names for data definitions (Page 4, lines 3-8). 

Claim 15 is a method Claim that corresponds with Claim 7, and Claim 15 is rejected for 
the same reasons as Claim 7, where Palay teaches a method (Figure 5) corresponding to said 
system of Claim 7. 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed February 24 th , 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Specifically, the applicant claims that the amendments to the claims overcome 
the art provided in the previous rejection. However, a new rejection is presented above with 
specific teachings in the Background section of the present application, which teaches newly 
amended limitations as well as previously presented limitations, and thus can be used as admitted 
prior art. 

In regard to the newly amended claims and new claims, it is necessary when adding 
newly amended claims or new claims, to point out specifically where in the specification the 
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amended limitations are taught, so as to insure that the newly amended limitations do not contain 
new matter. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth A Gross whose telephone number is (703) 305-0542, 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on (703) 305-4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




